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DETAILED ACTION 



Notice to Applicant 

1. The communication is in response to the application filed 18 October 
2001. Claims 1-20 are pending. 



Specification 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
incorrect identifier. On page 4, line 1, applicant refers to "doctor 40" of figure 1. 
However, the figure indicates only "doctor 30" and not "doctor 40." Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mayoud (5,845,255) in view of Stasny (2003/0074234). 
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5. As per claim 1 , Mayoud discloses a system for processing a customer 
prescription by a user via a remote client (Mayoud; Col. 1, Technical Field), the 
system comprising: 

a. A server coupled to a network (Mayoud; Col. 1, Technical Field); 
and 

b. A memory coupled to the server, the memory containing stored 
programming instructions that, when executed by the server, cause the 
server to (Mayoud; Col. 7, lines 30-45): 

i. Present, on a display associated with the client, information 
related to a prescription request (Mayoud; Col. 7, lines 46-67 to 
Col. 8, lines 1-9); 

Mayoud fails to expressly teach receiving user approval or disapproval of 
the prescription request. However, this is well known in the art as evidenced by 
knowledge generally available to one having ordinary skill in the art. Mayoud 
does teach allowing a physician user selecting and prescribing drugs and 
dosages off of the prescription creation screen (Mayoud; Col. 20, line 5-7). It is 
respectfully submitted that one skilled in the art could reasonably be expected to 
draw the inference that when a physician user selects and prescribes a drug the 
physician user has given approval of the prescription request. Typically, a 
physician user would not prescribe a drug unless the physician has verified the 
prescription in order to avoid erroneously prescribing medication. It is thus 
implied that the physician user has given approval or disapproval. Therefore, it 
would have been an obvious modification of the system taught by Mayoud to 
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include user approval or disapproval with the motivation of avoiding erroneously 
prescribing medication. 

Mayoud also fails to expressly teach processing the prescription request 
based upon the user approval or disapproval. However, Mayoud does teach 
transmitting an electronic prescription across a network after a physician presses 
the "Send Rx" button (Mayoud; Col. 27, lines 30-39). It is respectfully submitted 
that one skilled in the art could infer that a physician would not transmit an 
electronic prescription request without implicitly approving or disapproving the 
prescription request. Again, a physician would want to avoid erroneously 
prescribing medication to a customer. Therefore, it would have been an obvious 
modification of the system taught by Mayoud to include the step of processing 
the prescription request based upon the user approval or disapproval with the 
motivation of avoiding erroneously prescribing medication to a customer. 

Furthermore, it is noted that applicant claims a system requiring user 
approval or disapproval. Thus, it is not necessary for the prior art to teach both 
an approval and disapproval step. 

Moreover, this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by Stasny. 
Stasny discloses receiving user approval or disapproval of a prescription request. 
In particular, Stasny discloses that a physician must authorize (i.e. approve or 
disapprove) a customer refill request (Stasny; Figure 9 and Page 7, paragraph 
77). Thus it would have been an obvious modification of the system taught by 
Mayoud to include the user approval or disapproval step in Stasny with the 
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motivation of maintaining the health of a customer in an efficient and effective 
manner (Stasny, Page 2, paragraph 14). 

6. As per claim 2, Mayoud discloses a system wherein the information 
presented relates to the prescription request comprising medical information 
related to the customer (Mayoud; Col. 8, lines 33-44). 

7. As per claim 3, Mayoud discloses a system where the information 
presented relates to the prescription request further comprising a customer 
medical history (Mayoud; Col. 41, lines 42-63). 

8. As per claim 4, Mayoud fails to teach a system where the stored 
programming instructions further cause the server to send an approval or 
disapproval email to the customer. Mayoud only discloses a prescriber 
communicating via e-mail with third parties data relevant to a patient's diagnosis 
and therapies (Mayoud; Col. 45, lines 1-8). However, this feature is well known 
in the art as evidenced by Stasny. In particular, Stasny discloses a physician 
authorizing a refill, or in other words, approving or disapproving the request 
(Stasny; Figure 9 and Page 7, paragraph 77). It would have been an obvious 
modification of the e-mail feature taught in Mayoud to include the approval or 
disapproval in Stasny with the motivation of maintaining the health of a customer 
in an efficient and effective manner (Stasny, Page 2, paragraph 14). By notifying 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/032,909 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3626 

the customer via e-mail regarding approval or disapproval, the customer can 
quickly find out whether he or she will be able to get the medication requested. 

9. As per claim 5, Mayoud discloses a system wherein the stored 
programming instructions further cause the server to request from the client a 
user name and password, and to determine whether the user is an authorized 
user as a function of the user name and password (Mayoud; Col. 10, lines 11- 
19). 

10. As per claim 6, Mayoud discloses the user is a doctor (Mayoud; Col. 13, 
line 27). 

11. As per claim 7, Mayoud discloses a method for processing a customer 
prescription request by a user (Mayoud; Col. 1, Technical Field), the method 
comprising: 

a. providing the customer prescription request to the user accessing 
a server via remote client over a network (Mayoud; Col. 7, lines 30-45); 

b. providing customer medical information to the user over the 
network (Mayoud; Col. 8, lines 33-44); 

Mayoud fails to expressly disclose receiving a user approval or 
disapproval based upon the customer prescription request and customer medical 
information and processing the customer prescription request based upon the 
user approval or disapproval. As stated earlier, Mayoud does not expressly 
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teach user approval or disapproval. However it would be an obvious modification 
to the method taught by Mayoud to include user approval or disapproval with the 
motivation of avoiding erroneously prescribing medication. It would further be an 
obvious modification of Mayoud to include the approval or disapproval step 
taught by Stasny with the motivation of maintaining the health of a customer in an 
efficient and effective manner (Stasny, Page 2, paragraph 14). 

12. As per claim 8, Mayoud discloses the user is a doctor (Mayoud; Col. 20, 
line 7). 

13. As per claim 9, Mayoud discloses, the medical information presented 
comprises a customer medical history (Mayoud; Col. 41, lines 42-63). 

14. As per claim 10, Mayoud discloses a method comprising requesting a 
password from the doctor before providing the customer medical information or 
the customer prescription request to the doctor (Mayoud; Col. 10, lines 1 1-19). 

1 5. As per claim 1 1 , Mayoud discloses a method wherein the customer 
prescription request is submitted to the server by the customer accessing the 
server via a client over the network (Mayoud; Col. 20, line 5-13). 

16. As per claim 12, Mayoud discloses a method wherein the customer 
medical information is submitted to the server by the customer accessing the 
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server via a client over the network (Mayoud; Col. 7 lines 30-45 and Col. 44, lines 
28-42). 

17. As per claim 13, Mayoud discloses a method wherein the customer 
prescription request is submitted via email (Mayoud; Col. 45; lines 1-8). 

18. As per claim 14 Mayoud discloses a method wherein the customer 
medical information is submitted via email (Mayoud; Col. 41, lines 64-67 and Col. 
42, lines 1-8). 

19. As per claim 15, Mayoud discloses a method wherein the customer 
medical information is submitted to the server by the doctor over the network 
(Mayoud; Col. 44, lines 19-42). 

20. As per claim 16, Mayoud fails to expressly disclose a method wherein 
processing the prescription request further comprises sending an email to the 
customer indicating whether the prescription request has been approved or 
declined. However, this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by 
knowledge generally available to one having ordinary skill in the art. Mayoud 
does disclose a prescriber communicating via e-mail with third parties data 
relevant to a patient's diagnosis and therapies (Mayoud; Col. 45, lines 1-8). It is 
respectfully submitted that information regarding whether a prescription request 
has been approved or declined is relevant to a patient's diagnosis. Therefore it 
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would have been an obvious modification of the method taught by Mayoud to 
include the step of sending an email to the customer indicating whether the 
request has been approved or declined with the motivation of giving the customer 
information relevant to the diagnosis. 

21. As per claim 17, Mayoud does not expressly disclose a method wherein 
processing the prescription request further comprises shipping a requested 
prescription drug to the customer. Mayoud only discloses transmitting an 
electronic prescription across a network for fulfillment by a specified pharmacy 
(Mayoud; Col. 27, lines 30-50). However, the feature of shipping a requested 
prescription is well known in the art as evidenced by Stasny. In particular, 
Stasny discloses sending a product to a customer at their listed address (Stasny; 
Page 9, paragraph 99). It would have been an obvious modification of the 
method disclosed in Mayoud to include the shipping feature of Stasny with the 
motivation of increasing a customer's involvement and influence in making 
personalized pharmaceutical decisions (Stasny; Page 2, paragraph 22). 

22. As per claim 18, Mayoud discloses a system for processing a customer 
prescription request by a user via a remote client (Mayoud, Col. 1, Technical 
Field), the system comprising: 

a. a database containing the customer prescription (Mayoud, Col. 8, 
lines 17-32); 
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b. a database containing medical information associated with a 
customer requesting the customer prescription (Mayoud, Col. 8, 
lines 17-32); 

c. a means for presenting the customer prescription to the user over a 
network (Mayoud, Col. 7, lines 46-56); and 

d. a means for processing a user indication to approve or decline the 
customer prescription request (Mayoud, Col. 7, lines 30-45). 

23. As per claim 19, Mayoud discloses a system further comprising a means 
for informing the customer whether the prescription request has been approved 
or declined (Mayoud; Col. 45, lines 1-8). 

24. As per claim 20, Mayoud discloses, system further comprising a means to 
ensure that the user is a doctor authorized to approve or decline the customer 
prescription request (Mayoud; Col. 10, lines 11-19). 



Conclusion 

25. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The cited but not applied prior art teaches a 
pharmaceutical dispensing system (5,907,493); method and system for 
dispensing, tracking and managing pharmaceutical trial products (5,832,449); 
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prescription verification system (6,687,676); online prescription service system 
and method (2005/0182656); system and method for automated prescription 
management (2002/0052760); and providing patient-specific drug information. 

26. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Linh-Giang Michelle Le whose telephone 
number is 571-272-8207. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM - 
5PM, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on 571-272-6776. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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